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ABSTRACT * \ 

This bool^let contains an evelujation of the Ujrban 
Envixroniontal Bducatiotn Project instituteaCWthe District of 
coLuabia Public Schools* Data ware obtained from jfeaterviews and 
questionnaires piven to pro*ject staff, teacherSf and" students. Seven 
objectives were evaluated to rate the program: (1) assisting teachers 
in developing programs and materials, (2) arranging for sch<361 site 
development, (3) providing <5fonsultants, matiarials^ and services, (4) 
providing teacher training, (5) contacting other agencies and 
resources, (6) arranging field trips, and (7) disseminating 
environmental education information. Three other areas were also 
evaluated. Conclusi'ons and recommendations are listed in the report. 
(HR) . ^ 
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tntroductioa * .* ' i 

' ' . [.■■' 

This is the second in a series of two reports which constituted the , . 

evaluation of the District of Columbia Public School ' s Title H I ESEA /j ; 

program titled "Urban Environmental Education Project.*'' This report is , ^ ^ 

the final report and focuses primarily*, on the prd'duct objectives and the ' 
accomplishments of the'UEEP. • - • 

The information for^this report was obtained from: 

' "it 

1. Interviews with. Mrs. Hackney, the Prjpject Director and her 'Staff . 

2. Questionnaire and interviews with those receiving services of the UEEP. 

3. Student examinations and evalua'tions . , 

4. Data available from UEfeP. 

5. On-site observations. 

General Comments . ^ * , 

Year One was a typioal first' year during which the fuactinn of the UEEI? 
was evolving and the role of staff members was being 'formulated .' The curri^culutm^ 
development efforts were time consuming and there was no systematic effort- 5<:o 
try out materials that were being developed. There were 7 elementary schpo^s 
which served as Pilot Schools and these received extra attention from the staff. 
'^Tlfe .Resource Center concept began to evolve during the first year. By the * ^ 
second year the major thrtjst of tHe program was to ^provide' services to tdal^b^rs 
within the district with a Continued cd'njcentxation in 7 pilot elementary schi^ois. 
Curriculum development was continuing but was not ^n important aspect of the*' 
program.* By the third yeap the UEEP had become a Resource Center with ite full 
effort, directed \d providing services tte district schools and teachers. 

Over the three-year period the impact has been tremendous. Approximately 
100, □□□ Children' have take'n an environmental education field trip which wad 
coordinated by the'UEEP. The LightsViip has been successful particularly at 
the elementarj^ level where. between 8,QQQ and 9,000 students have participated, . 
and another 500 to 600 secondary students benefitted from that exper^ience .' 
The UEEP program has been very helpful in obtaining the services of various 
governmental agencies in providing serviceap*n4o schools . within the district. 
The Lightship owned by the National Park Service was a good example. The 
school site development of Mr. Moody from the Department of Agriculture touched 

^over 100 schooJLs. The Darton Lab developed by the U'. S. Geological Service 
is the newest and while it "does not* impact large numbers it looks like a very, 
worthwhile program. In addition the UEEP has worked with rnagiy other agenqies 
to provide services to the schools. Dissemination bf materials has been 

^voluminous. The "Enviroline" evolved during year two replacing a quarterly* 
titled "Ecological News and Sugges tions^' which was published during ,the first 
year. It now is a fixture with 5,000 copies printed and* issued monthly.^ , * 

The ESEA Pitle III .validation team confirmed ^the value of the project 
when it valiciated the program this* spring. The Project Direptor, Mrs. Hackney, 
and her staff are justified in being ptqud of thei^ contribution to the 
District of Columbia schools. 

Resource Center . . 

By far the .single most important component of the Urban Environmental 
Efiucation Project was the services it provided through its Resourcje" Center 
function. 



Objective 2'. 

/ 

Objective 3{ 



Objective 1: Project staff wj.ll work with teachere as consult^ints 
far- development of programs and .materials , 
Criterion will be log o^P such consultation and rating 
of at least 3 on a 5-point sqale^by 80 percent of 
teachers as to quality of service. 

Project staff will arrange for school site, development. 
Criterion will b»k evidence that schools have rpceived 
this service and wl&|Il rate quality of service at „ 
least 3 on a 5-poin% scale. , » 

^The Project Staff -Kill act as clearinghouse for 
materials, consultant^, and-^services upon request 
of teachers, students and administrators. Criterion 
will be log of requests and determirfation as to how 
request was handled and card catalogs of resources, 
> both human and. material, being kept. 

In March, 1975, the UEEP staff aaked teachers- to respond td a 
questionnaire which was designed' to rate the/quality of service provided 
by the ^UEEP and to -ascertain what degree pf/;poaitivi?^behavioral change 
had tak*en place as a ^result of DEEP . activi/cies . The questionnaire waa 
divided into several parts arid teachers were requea^ted to complete only * 
those s^tions cbvejfing services or act^ities which they actually utilized. 

Table I* indicates that 156 out oy -\65 teacher^ completing the ratings 
of UEEP on' general services rated these services as^ good or very good. ' The 
mean rating was 4.37 on a 5-point saale, which was considerably above the 
criterion of 3.0. . 



TABLE I 



TEACHEj^S' RATINGS OF UEEP SERVICES 
N = 165 



Area of Service 


7 Very 
/ Good 


Good 


Fair 


Poor 


Very 


■•. Mean 
Patina 


^General Services 


/ . 7g 


86 


9 


0 


0 


4.37 

0 


**EnviranmBntal Trips / 


52 


. 23 


4 


0 


Q 


4.61 


Workshopa and -Faculty / 
Presentations / 


7 
•t 




, 5 


□ 


Q. 


» 4.08 


School Yard Improvement 
Projects ^ / 


^36 ■ 


■ 18 


3^ ■ 


□ 


0 


'4.58 



For those! teachers taking advantage of JJEEP services in coordinating 
environmental dducation trips. 75 of 79 ra:tM this area of service as good 
or Very' good. \ The workshops and fagui^y presentations we're rated as good 
pr verSr;;^od by ^1 out of 26^ who attended these session^. Finally, services 



provided in School Yard Improvement, which is another tjltle for school * 
site development, were rated as good or very good by 54 out of 57 teachers. 
The services in no case were rated lower than 3 or fair. The mean ratings 
fdr the services ranged from 4.98 for workshops and faculty presentations 
to 4.61 for environmental trips. Ih each the criterion of a mean rating df 
3 or better on a S-point scale has been greatly exceeded. » \ 

Objective 3 indicated a log of requests" and the^ daternilnation of actioV 
on each request would be maintained. The logs were observed by ERANDA staff^, 
members and found to be in order. Data on some of the requests are yeferred^ 
to. under Objective 5. , ' 



\ ■ 



In an- attempt to obtain some feel for the impact of the program's 
services on the children, teachers were asked to indicate the percentage 
of children 'in their classes who experie/iced positive behavioral changes. 
In an attempt to.otitain teacher' perceptions bf the impact^of ■ the program's 
services on students in their classes, 20 teachers who attended an 
environmental education workshop conddcted by t'he UEEB were asked to indicate 
thff percentage of children In their classes who('expejienCB.d positive \ 
-be+vayioral changes. .Seventeen of the 20 teachers responded to the -questionnaire 
Table II indicates that -5 of the teachers indicated that 100 percent o^pthair 
students showed an increase in env^ironmental awarSneaa after t^ey participated 
in the factM-t-y workshops, while B others i^ndicated that 75' percent of. their 
students showed improvement in this area and 4 more indicated about half had . 
shown i'mprovement in environmental awareness. Four teachers indic^i^ted 100 
percent showed improvemertt-' in their concern for the environment, while 8 
said 75 percent hafl showil' tl^is .improved concern and 3 more said half had 
shown improvement. '^j , 



TABLE II 



PERCENTAGE OF POSITIVE BEHAVIORAL CHANGES IN ELEMENTARY 
STUDENTS AS A RESU^LT OF TEACHER PARTICIPATION IN FACULTY WORKSHOPS 





N 


= 17* 








Ndimber 


of Teachers Reporting 


Percentage 


of Students 




Demonstratinq 


behavior 






Behavior . 


100?S 


.759i 


■-50% 




0% 


Environmental Awarehe^s 

' ■ .' . » 


5 


8 


4 / 




<> 

0. 


Environmental Concern" > 


• . 4 


8 . 


3"- 


0 


0 


Environmental Knowlisdge 


4 • 


, 10 


0 


,0. ' " 


.0 


Academic Inlserest and/or 


5 


7 


■ .3, 


G 


» 0 



Achievement 



♦Variance be^een N returning questionnaire and N per item is due to 
non-res^pnsfe by some who, returned the instrument. 




When asked what pg-artfeintage of \thBir students showed improvement in 
environmental know;^, 4 teachers ^aid IQQ percent had improved while 
IQ others said,;F5perc8nt of the students, had . shown such improvement. 
Five teachp^^ndicated that IQQ percent' of their students bad shown 
improyeifiint in academic interest and/or atihittvement , 7 said T5 percent 
of"their students had shown improvement and 3 indicated about half had 
shown improvement. The criterion for each of the" first tl^tee objectives 
was met • % ' - . 



The Prajoct Staff will provide in-service training 
to- teachers an environmental education. Criterion 
LI be rating of 9t least 3 on a 5-pqint scale by 
aO^D^cent of teacKiers. undergoing in-service trailing . 
as to qti^lity. . - ' ' 

A staff development workshbp was conducted for 2D elementary school 
teachers who attended voluntarily\ori their own time. Upon completion of the 
workshop UEEP staff -Administered aVe valuation form which they hac^eveloped . 
Teachers were asked to state their dk^jective in attending and 9 in2|j.catad 
their objective was to develop teaching methods for environmental education. 
Five more indicated they" wanted to find out how environmental education 
correlateTwith other- snbjects , 4 indicated- they wanted to laarn more about 
environmental education ' and 3 said they wanted to find ways to help students 
bfettor understand the environment. When asked whether or not their' objective 
was met, all 2Q indicated ."yes." Table III ahows that 5 indicated, they knew 
nothing about the learning material before the -workshop, 14 knew some and 1 - 
knew all about it prior to the workshop. Sixteen indicated there was 
perfect balance in difficulty while 4 said it was quite easy.- When asked • 
to rate how clear the procedures were 13 said they could follow the 
directions very easily and 7 said directions were clear enough. When asked 
to rate how clear the workshop's purposes were when finished, IQ said they, 
were perfectly clear ancS 9 said they were clear enough. They were then asked 
to rate how well the workshop achieved its purpose and 8 said pe'rfectly 
while the bther 12. said well enough. The last question ask(?d for suggestions 
fot improvement and two indicated there should be a follow-up visit, two said 
thpte should have be^n more time, one "said it should be conducted with students 
and another said tfie curriculum should be given to teachers. " 

No attempt was made to ascertain the quality of the workshop, however, 
from item six quality could be inferred. All 2t] teachers rated the achievement 
of the w^irkshop" purpose as 3 or better on a 4-point scale, thus greatly 
- exceeding the criterion. • , 
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TABLE III 



TEACHER EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL* EDUCATION WORKSHOP 



Were your objectives met? \ Yes 20 



No 0 



Mark ap X to shoW how much lof the learning material you already knew 



before doing this activity.! 



I 'knew 
5 n othing 



IL knew some 
MA i pf what it taught 



I knew all 
_1 ^that it taught 



Mark an X to show how you wiould rate its difficulty. 



Tod easy to 
0 be useful ^ 



Quite 
_4 ^easy 



Perfect balbnce^ 
1& i n ^ d i f f-icuirty 



Too difficult 
0 to be ^useful 



Quite 
0 d ifficult 



Mark an X to show how clear the procadures^were. 



I could not 
figure out what 
0 do at all 

Directions were 
7 cleefr enough 



Directions 
were hard 

f V 

_0 ^to understand ^ 

I could fo^^low ' 
13 directions very easily 



I had minor 
0 difficulties 



Mark an X to show how clear the workshop's purposes were when you 
finished/. 



i.l fetill have 
no idea of 
_0 ixs p.urpose 



I wad a 
little 
_0 uncertain- 



Mark 



Clear 
9 enough 



Perfectly 
IS A clear 



X to show how welL you jthihk the workshop achieved its purpose. 



[t doesn't 
0 fe ven begin. 



S It achieves , Well 
0 a little 12 enough 



^ P erfectly^ 




■As an additional -service thi,9 year/ th8\uEEP^ondjicUd a Pre-Sen/ice 
Environmental Education W,orkshd^ for iX underV^du^R-fe^ at Catholic 

University. Utiliz^t).g. ttie same worktop feducatibnal form, 11 s.aid their 
objective, was met in attending the^orkshop while 4. did not reapdnd to i>he 
item (see Table IV). When asked/how much, of the learning material you 
already knew before the workshop, 2 said they knew npthin-g and. 13 said 
they knew some of what was tadght. fn rating the difficulty, 14' said 
i% was perfect in balance ahd one did not respond. Directions were ^ard .. 
td.'underStand for 1 student, 1 h^^d minor difficulties, 4 said they were 
clear enough and the remaiiiing 9 indicated they could follow, the tli-rections 
very easily. Ten indicated, the workshop 'a purpose was perfectly 
5 Siaid that it was clea/ enough. When asKed-to rate the extent 
the workshop achievedyits purpose, 11 said^perf ectly arid the othei 
wel> enough. The workshop .seemed to be quite a succeSs in the ^yE 
'th^-'student particifiants . The fesults of these evaluations,, cited 
I, II dnd 111 indicate that the criterion for Objective ^4 .has-^eenlexceeded , 



— ' TABLE IV 

PRE-SE;RVICE teacher evaluations QF environmental WQRkSHQP 

, N = 15* . , . 



1.' W^re yp*H^ objectives met? 



Yea 11 



No Q 



Mark an )^tjtg show how much gf the learning material y.ou already ki^ew 
before daMg thjsi ac'ti\^ity. 



I kn^vv^ 
^ 2 nothiiig 



I kne^ some 
13 ' gf what it taught 



I knew all 
Q that it taught 



3. Mark ara X to show how you would rate its. difficulty . 



Too easy to 
□ -be useful 



Quite 
_easy 



"Perfect balance 
14 in difficulty 



Quitfe 
0 . difficult 



Too diffipuJLt 
□ 'to be useful 



4. Mark an to ^how how clear the procedures were. 



I coul^l not 
'figure out what 
^ 0 -tb' do at all 



Directions^ 
were hard 
1 to understand 



^I *had minor 
1 .' "difficulties 



Directions viete 
4 \. fc 'lear enough "\ 



Iv could f oXlgw 
_9 ^directions very easily 



5/ Mark an X to show how clear the workshop.' s purRosesV were^ when 'you 
finished. ' ^ i t» ^ 



I was a 
little 

Q its, purpose . Q uncertain 



I still have ^ 
no idea of 



Clear 
5 e nough 



Perfectly 
10 clear 



\ . 

x 
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TABLE IV jCQ^ITlNUED) 



Mark an X show how well you think the workshop achieved its purpose, 

rr^^ogsn't It achieves Well " 

d' ^^j^-efT^Q 0 a little 4 enough 11 Perfectly 



^Variance between N returning questionnaire and N per item ^is due 
to non-response by some who rpt^urned the instrument. * • 



; Objective 5: The Project Staff* will call -upon others to l#nd 
^ , "V, ^ ^assistance in the fp^ of consultation, materials or 
■ ^ . "advice for environmental education projects. 

\ Criterion will be e^jcistence of list of ^those who 

y have contributed. ^ ' 

^5 In performing its f.unction as a Resource Center, the UEEP provided many 
sarvices. Records of requests were maintained and the extent , to which they 
were fulfilled was noted. The following is a description of those activities 
during: 1974-75. , 

Sample Teacher Resource Kits ;s The UEEP staff developed a ^sample 
resource kit wh^ch in^Tiuded many and varied items dealing with environmental 
education. The packet included materials made available by commercial 
firms such as I^scDonald ' s , General 'Motors , Mobil Oil, Pepco., Allied Radio 
Sttack, non-profit agencies ^such as the Thomas Alva Edison Foundation artd 
various governm^tal agencies . Included also were brochures, stickers', 
Johnny Horizon Environmental Education materials and Pitch-In bags, buttons 
and books. Materials dealt with topics such as soil conservation, population 
control, survey resLAts, air pollution , water pollution, energy problems 
and wildlife consecution. 

• The UEEP staff had processed 564 requests from teachers for packets. 
This was up from the 107 requests processed in 1973-74. 

Materials and Equipment. The UEEP staff has garden ijools, photographic 
equipment, projehtors, soil tast kits, water test kits, laboratory equip-, 
ment, records, films, games and other such materials which are made available 
upon request. During the year requests were made and filled f or^ 51 schools 
which was up from the 23 requests filled during Ihe 1973-74 school year. 



Consultants 4nd Speakers > • Services of various indiyiduajs. frd^ the 
federal government, UEEP ^aff and members of tWe community are made'- 
available to -the scKools^ During the^ yeaar^ 15 consultants^ provided^t^Keir 
services^which was down 'from ^the 25^ for 1973-74. ' However > ^Mr. fJtoody'S f ' ^ . 
servic«^s on school site analysis and development worit up to -65' S;phooJ?s ^ 
this year, up» from the 37 schodl? last year. Only 8 speakers were r 
♦fDrovi^ed^ this' year as opposed to 39 speakers last year." ^ ' ^ • . 

Enviroline , Tbe »UEEP publishes a neVs^etter calied "EnviMline , "* . • . 
which is, publishdBd monthly. - The publication 'contains rjews , information, 
aptivities and suggestions and is of^ten accompanied b^ environftientjal . 
education resources. This year there' were 5,QQ0^ cppies issued*each month . 
for* the first eight ponths* Additional requests for copies w^r^ received * 
from 48 schools dlrring the year atid 1,5^04 additional copies \ftp||:e distributee? ' 
bringing the total to 41,504. The fir^t publication was issued ifi October, .19' 
and* a- second >was published in January ,* 1974 . The two issues of 5,00B each^nd 
additional requeVt5^f rom 20 schools • totaling 450 brought last year's total'^^to 
10,450. .■ - V - . ' ■ ' • " ' 



\ 



Duxing the year there were _2^,^D0&-^'rg'sSuroes sent to seho'als"c(flong 
with the "Erfviroline" compaxBci to 3,000 resources forwarded' last' yeair.*^ 

, ' - ' . \ . ■ ' ..f 

In-Service Workshops an^ Faculty Presentations . During the y6ar 
wdrl^shops^ arid presentations are given to faculty upon request. There- 
werBl9 workshops and 3 faculty presentations during the year^ compared 
to 18 workshops and 10 /acuity -presentations in 1973-74. ** 

■ . : • > ^ . ■ . ' 

FielS Trips . The „ UEEP s_;^ff acts as the^pordinator fore, field t^i|js 
for District of Colqjnbia gchools\ Trips are, arranged f Or 'the FrederricK* 
Douglas. Home, Rock Creek l\fature Clmter, feriViroriTnental Prelection Agency, 
O^on Hill Farm, Fort DuPont, Aquatrc Garder^ and EnvirovOT (a mobile lab 
which is housQd pefmanently in Fort SlocumvPark and stude'^ts go^ to £j^hc 'van) 




V A' total of 26,445 students had particnp^ed in field trips -to 4i&tes 
compared to 4-0,760 last -y^ar. The main reason /or *the 4^op is a cut 
back in transportation by^ the District this, year / 

MiscelJ aneous Mat^- requests for materials are handled, oyer the 
teJ^phone. This year there were^i typically about six phone calls per dgy^ * 
which^ wa^ up over i^e typical daily .rate of four from lafft year, ^he -/ ' 
staff K:ontinued^to' disseminate materials which had previ^sl\|^^been 
developed. Issues of the publication titled '^'Ecological fJdws and 
Suggestions" last*year centered on a particular .theme .o There were' three 
such' issues — one t-ii^led Reading and the^ Environment , a second titled Energy 
and the Environment and a third on^M^ping and the Environment • The Mapping 
and the Environment publication was reVi^ed. One thousand issues of Jbhe 
Reading and Mapping issues wq^e distributed this year and 700 cDpiea -of 
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the energy 'iaauB wore distributed. Another , publication on Arbor Day . . . 
developed last year was reissued also. There wero>2,00P copies df this 
publidation which were sent^ to teachers in the district.- On Arbor Day 
the ataff distributed trees \ and oth^ teaching materials to dia-trict . ■ . . 
achoola. . * ^ 

The UEEP makoa' corttact with variajLia agonciea tqVobtam vaxiqua 
reaourcp^., The fpllowdng raaburca aganqia^ provided ^aaiatanca thia year: * 



■\ 



Sail Eonaarvatibn Sarvica 
Johnny Horizon 
Pepco * « 

Environmantol Protection Agency 
Forest Institute 
National Wildlif;^ Federation 
.y. S. Civil Defense^ ^ , 

Agjdk^Mltural Researdh S^ati^n 

C. Lung Association 
i='0deral EnergyHdmini^tratiqn 
Thomas Alva Edison Foundation 
P,opaiation Reference Bureau 



Staff members. participate in various types of community programs. 
During the -paBt year, staff ^,have been involved in a senior citizens 'V/ork- 
shop, ^ Go Tra3h campaign,^ D. t. Lung, P-T.A., Garden^Clubs ^ and Board of \ 
.Education meetings. /V ^ ' ■ / 

Upon request the UEEt^ reviews and evaluates programs of other 
agencies as a service.- They r^eview brochures, literature, movies, slides, 
lessons, activities tfconcepts, tex;ts and* full programs. j / 



The .criterion for • objective fivei was met, 
objectiv||^ three . . ' 



Evidence .;here also supports 




Project Staff will'^assist in. arranging out-of^classrootn . 
'learning experiences f-or s-tudents. Criterion will be 
log 'of trips* arranged by- staff and an average r'ating 
of -3.5 Qp be.tter on a 5-point scale as to value of trips 
by teacfiers . ' f ■ ^ . * - 



Table I indicated that 75 of the 79 teachers who rated^ the UEEP's * v., 
coordination of environmental educa-^ion tTips said it was good or very 
goodr Tn obtain supporting evidence and to confirm prisvioUs f indihgs , .a : 
short ♦^queationnaire was mailed to a sample of 5q teachers randomly pickad 
from those who had taken. trips during the second semester. Only 11 were - 
returned. T^ble V shows that all t^eachers; indicated that the agency was ^ ^ 
prepared to receive their group. Ten < of the 11 said that the activities at 
the field 'trip site were suitable to the grade leA/er and edMcational level 
of the students. All 11 said that theactivity reinforced or enriched classroom 
activities very much* Nine of 11 said the activity met some of xheir objectives 
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TABLE .V v - 

TEACHERS^ EV|^LUATIqN OF ENVIRONMENTAL -EDUCATION FIELD TRIPS 

\ , H m 11 • • ; ' . 

e. ■ ♦ 

1 • * « > ^ ■ ■ 

1> Was the agency proparod ta roceivo your group? Ye s 11 N o 0 

^2.. Td what extent were activities suitable to grade level and educational 
level of atijdents? ' , 

, ^ Moderately Very , ^ 

l|n3uitabl e 0 suitable 1 Suitable IQ t 

< *•■ * * ■ ' 

3. To^whd't extent did the activity reinforce or enrich classroom activities? 

Not at al l. 0. ^ Moderatel y Q Very much 11 ^ 

4. To what' BxteiHt did activity meet your objectives for participating? 

■■ ; ■ . • . 1. ^ 

Met pon e .0 Met som e 2 Met mos t 9 

5|[^ How* do you val£i9 this program as a learfling experience for your students? 

• Not at al l 0 . Moderatel y Q Highl y 11 

6. How Well do you think the students enjoyijjd thq program? , . ■\- 



o Enjoyed; Enjoyed ' 

Not at al l Q o some activitie s 0 - all activitie s 11 r 

7. WouJld'you like to participate next year? Yes *^ II No Q 

• * ^" , " ■ ' " . ' . 

' '. ' . v 

■ 'V 

for participating whifia the other 2 said that it met some of their objectives. 
All 11 said they valufed the program highly^^s a learning experience for their 
students^ arid. -all said they thought their students enjoyed all the activities 
associated with the' program. Finally., all said they would like to participate | 
again next year. It is quite clear that the criterion for objective six was ** 
greatly exceeded. .1 

• - , ' ' ■ • ' * ■ ' '* 

' . Objective 7: V Information on environmental education wi41 be 

• Vdisserninated on a regular basis through publication 

of the U£EP staff. Criterion will be existence of sach 

; ' publications and an average .rating of 3.5 or better en 

• \' \ ^. • a 5-point scale -as to the value and utility .of the 

•\ / ^: _ information. ^ ^ ' ^, . ^ ' 

' ^ A questionnaire waa given to Elementary Science Ve'achers as a 
representative group to' determine the extent to which dissemination*' 



\ 

adtivities were being carried out by i^o UEEP' staff. ThirtV-thrBB teachers 
comprised. the sample. Twenty-eight of the 33 said they ha^ received the 
"Enviroline" which "is published monthly by tha UEEP tsee Jah\^e VI). 

o ■ . ♦ ' I ■ \ ■ ■ 

^" TABLE VI • ■ ^' 

■ .ELEMENTARY SCIENCE TEACHER QUESTIOT^NAiRE RESPONSES ' ■ ' ' ^ 

/ ' , ■ , N = 33* 

1. Have you been receiving the monthly issue of the Yes 28 No__5 

UEEP "Enviroline"?' 

2. Approximately how/many have you received? ' 
Al l 2 2 5 3 4 4 2 -5 1 6 5 

3. How helpf till ha^,.,J^bBBn? ^, " 
Excellent 14 &oo d 14^ — ^ Fai r Q Poor Q, 

4. -^hat other services have you or your/school received?- 

Trip s 19 Resource pafckst s 21- ' .Equipment 2_ 

Curriculum Material s 13 . ItT^ormation^_^10_ 

V ^VariamsB between N returning questionnaire and N per item is 

due to man-response by some who returned the instrument.- 



The questiolrinaire w^s designed: for use'' atr the end of the year, but 
was utilized earlier for data for the validation. There had been only 6 
issues, therefore, the "aJJL" and "6" response on item 2 were the aamev Only 
7 received all of the issues*, indicating that the present method of . 
distribution doea not give teachers access to all issues. 

The teachers were asked to rate the "En>;iroli^e Since only 28 had 
received it, only they could rate its helpfulness. Fourteen said %t had 
been "excellent" while 14 more said* it had been "good." For additional 
information they were asked to indicate other services which they'^^br their 
school had received. Nineteen said they or someone in»their school had 
taken a trip thirough UEEP, 21 had received resource packets , 2 had 
obtained equipment, 13 had received curriculum materials' and 10 had received 
information (usiially upon request). The ci^iterion was a 3.5 on a 5-p^Oint scale 
The scale Employed in rating the "Enviroline" was ^ 4-point scale, therefore, 
thqt equivalent 3^ritarion Would be 2.8 oa a 4-p^aint scale. The criterion was* 
jgrdatly exceeded on this objective ♦ . 

■ ■ , ■ ' - ■' y ■ ^ ; ; ■ 

Darton Geo->Science Prrfqram . . * ' ' 

The Darton Field Lab, a new Earth Science program, developied this year 
*h\/ the t). Geological Ser\>icB was another program which the DEEP assisted 

■ - r' . ■ ■ , . 

\ ' ' . ^11- , ^- . 



through its coordination efforts. The purpose of this new program was fo 
provide experiences for minority students^ in Earth Science ip order to . ^ 
enable them to explore this area as potential career. . . 

The program is located in the nort^east corner of the' National Zoological 
Park. The program is in operation from. 10 to 2 on Monday , \Wednesday and Friday 
The DEEP* obtained teachers who were int'erested ih 'having their studei\ts 
participate in^the Dcirton Field Lab experiejnce wjjjfch consisted of collecting 
basic dataon air, water and soil, interpeting and graphinc| of past stream . 
flow data from a gauging station, establishing a weather station and map 
construction. Additional activities available to^ students were the 
invqstig^ation of creek sediment^f lood pl^in development and utilizatdio, 
preparation of data tables, preparation of a teacher-student manual, 
pfeparation of a major report of all investigations and the correlatit)n^ of the. 
river and its container. * . • " • • ■ ^ 

s Nine teachers participated in the program. The UEEP provided 
a substitute for/tine day for each* of the nine teachers so that they could 
attend an orientation session in which* •^hey'^were shown what the stucl^pts \ 
would be doing and actually participated themselves in the activities . 
Teachers were enco^kiraged to continue to h^ve students conduct some ^ ' 
expeajiments both at hcJTne and at school. ^ 

A total, of' 77 students briginally itiSicated through the nine 
coopBrating ' teachers\that they would attend the Darton Fiald Lab. However,^ 
23 , never attended, leaving 54 who did participate. The highest number of 
days which a student Could attend was six days. Th^re wpriB six students 
who attended all six sessions, five others attended five of. the six, eight 
attended four sessions, twelve attended three, seventeen were ^present two 
•days and six mpro only one day. The average attendance rate for, the 54 
students was 3.1 or ^little over half the sessions. ^Attendance, hgwevec^ 
was<^ affected by transportation problems si^nce th$ student ,hadto ge$/to ' 
the LAB on his own. ''^ * % * >w * 

One school was brought in after the project began as k replacement ^ , 
and h^ad only four" sessions available, which affected the attendance rate 
slightly. Their performance, however, was better than the average of the « * 
total group. \ - 

Of the 54 who attended sessions , 32 received certificates for their 
work. Twenty-^eigh^ completed individual proj-ects. The fact that the prog»ram 
was purely voluntary and transportation to and from was entirely the 
student's responsibility the number reqeiving certificates and completing 
^ projects was very good and a good indicator of the success of the program. 

An effort was made to obtain some feel for the impact of> the Darton Field 
Lab experience through student 'reaction. A reaction form was develope^d and 
disseminated to the nine cooperating teachers. The form was mailed the. fi^a^t 
week in June. High schoql and junior high students were in the midst of exam^ 
and weire attending school only to take examinations and then they wer© frd'e Y 
to go home. Only one teacher had his students d'omplete. the form and there 
were only four students ,wha participated. The students rated the prograni 

.highly, but the sample was toQ small to be included here in the evaluation. 

.An attempt was made to obtain evaluative data from Darton Lab personnel, but 
it was not forwarded*. ' < r\ ' 
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Mini-Grant Proqpam / ^ 

The mini-grant program was initiated in 1973-74 as an attempft to provide 
teachers and their students with the opportunity to obtain a small amount 
of* money (up to ,$2QQ) to conduct a program in environmental education. 
These were to be action oriented and were designed to get the students 
involved in a project. 

Guidelines for the mini-grcint' were quite specific and well thougbt out. 
They required a minimum amount of interpretation. On November 14, 1974^ the 
guidelines and announcemenlxs were mailed to each school in the school' district . 
Principals wejpe asked jti^ bring the ahnouncemerit to tb? attention of teachers, 
science cluhj^ ^v§pology« clubs and student councils. A deadline of December 6, 
1974 A ,y|/;aa- 'ifestablished . Few applications were received and Subsequent 
inyes'tigation revealed that in many schools teachers were unaware of the fast . 
that guideldnes had been issued. Qh Decenjiber 6/ a second m'ailing occurred 
with a deadline "(daite.of December 19 established. l 

Staff provided assistance by telephone to most of the .37 who submitted, 
proposals^. These were reviewed during the early, part of January. On 
January 21, 1975, notifications wehre mailed to 33 recipients asking acceptance 
replies to be forwarded by. January 27« All 33 accepted. The four which were 
rejected were notified along with the reason for rejection. One was 
rejected beCBuse it did noj; deal wiith environmental education and three others 
were rejected because the same initiator submitted more than, one proposal 
and the UEEP funded only one. •» • ' 

Projects began on February 3, 1975. . 

Objective 1: to give students artd taachers an opportunity to 

initiate antl carry out/a project to study or solve 
^ an environme'rttal problem of their choosing. 

Criterion will be existence of mini-grant proposals. 

Mini-grant proposals did exist and as confirmed in the Interim Report 
33 awards were made. The criterion wes met* 



Objective 2: At least 80 percent of the mini-grant projects will 
accomplish 70 percent of* their objectives as 
determined by Project Staff and ERAMDA staff. Criterion 
will be evidence, tteually in th'fe form of a product,' 
which can be observed by , staff and evaluators. 



\ 

\ 
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A Report Form for the Mini-Grant Activities wds mailed to all project 
coordinators asking them to complete the form and forward it to UEEP 
headquarters as soon as possible. .Nineteen of the 33 .returned the form 
by June 25, 1975, which had been established as the cut-off date. Table VII. 
indicates that 17 of the 19 teachers indicated thst their students were 
t very enthusiastic in carrying out their mini-grant program. 



TABLE VII 
19* 



MINI-GRANT CQQRDINATQRS:^ RESPONSES TO REPORT FORM 



N 



Degree of erithusiasm shown by students 



Very enthusiastic 17 
Unenthusiastic D 



usiastic 2 



Neitlier enthusiastic 
nor none n thus ias4:ic 



Very unenthusiastic 0 



As a result of these mini-grant activities , what percentage of your 
students exhibited— 

100 75 50 25 0 ' 



1, 



2'. 



An increase in awareness of 
environmental issues , (energy 
crisis, litter problems, pollution, 
recypling or soil conservation , ^ 
individual responsibilities in 
environmental issues)? 



An increase in concern about the 
environment? 

An increase in knowledge about 
environmental issues? ' / 

An increase* in interest, or an . 
improvemen't in their classwork .s* 
(such as reading, mathematics, 
science, art, or social studies)? 



8 ^ 10 



11 



13 



/ 



""Variance between ^ returning qu^stipnnaire and N per item 
non-response by some who returned the instrument. 



is due 



to 



ERIC 



How would you rate the amount of krtowledge your students gained^ from the project? - 



Quite a Ic 



16 



Some 3 



'^A little 0 



None D 



How would :you rate the overall quality of your project? 

I. ' ^ . . ' ^ ' 

Very' goo d 13 Goo d 6 Fai r 0 ' Poor 0_ 
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> Eight teachers said that lOQ percent of their students exhibited an 
incroaae in -awareness of environmental issues whild^lOf more said that. 75 
percent of their students h-ad shown such an increased awareness. When 
asked the percentage of students showing increased environmental concern, 
7 said IOQ' percent showe'd an increase while" 11 paid 75 percent showed 
increased concern. Nine of the teachers said IQQ percent of their students 
showed an increase in knowledge about ' environmental issues, while 7 Said 
75 percent showed an increase inknowledge, while 1 said only half had ^ 
shown an increase in knowledge. Four stated that IQQ percent showed an ' 
increase in interest, or an imp^roveirtent in their classworrk while 13 said 
75 percent showed this increase. * * 

Sixteen of 19 said their students gained quite a 'lot /from' the project 
while the remaining 3 said their students gained some. When asked to rate 
the prciject overall, 13 rated it as very good and the remaining six rated 
their project as good. ' ^ 

Mini-grant coordinators also were asked to provide Some product's as a part 
of their , report indicating the kinds of things the students did. Some report^s € 
consist&d of pictures and slides. Some had student ireports. Qthers had 
ts^llajge^ c^one by students aadstill others had displays wh\ch s*tudents had 
developed Qnly six mini-grantc^oxdinators had forwarded pTroducts in time 
•for* inclusion in this report. Past experience indicate^ however, that ^ 
these are forwarded during the summer after school is out and the teacher^ 
has had time to get thingsyorganized. * 

Lightship Field Trip 

T;he Lightship is owned by the. National Park Service which makes it ' , 

available for student use. The UEEP staff cooperating with the National 
Park Service arranged for elementary and secondary classes to attend the 
Lightship. During the first semeste^r 3;8 elementary iplasses totalling 1|14P 
children and 36 secondary classes (18Q students )' gttended the Lfghtship^ 
The second semester figures were 43 alementary classes and 34 secondary/ 
classes with 1,26Q and 48Q students' respectivelj^r^/ . ' 

V ■ . . .■ 

Qbjective 1: Students will show significant improvement in ' . . / 

» ^ environmental knowledge and awareness after Visiting 

the Lightship. \Criterion will be significant 
J* improvement from pre to post by participating students. 

A short 14-item' test of knowledge was developed bw UEEP staff for use with 
the Lightship Field Trip experience. The instrument wl^ administered pre and ^ 
post^'to six classes in April to determine the impact of the Lightship program 
on the Students. Table VIII shows. 'that there was a significant increase ia 
scores f^dom pre to post for the 111 students who were tested. \ . ' . 

. The pre-mean was 7.44 and the post-mean, was 8.85 for a gain of 1.41 
which was statistiibally significant beyond the .QQl level of .probability . 
Whether Jbt^^ijQot the gain is 'of practical significance is a matter for 
conjectu^. The test did show that students were showing significant 
improvement from pre to posttesting thus meeting the criteri^^ for the 
objective . \ ^ ' ■ ^. * 
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TABLE VIII 

» ^ , ' / ' 

RESULTS OF CORRELATED' T-TEST , ON. LIGHTSHIP F|ELD TRIP EXAMINATION 

Group * N ' PrB-Mean. Post-Mean / Gain t . Probability 

Elementary 111 ^ 7.44 8,85 / 1.41 7.79 •. .001 

students . ^— ^ 
^ • 

■ . 'N 

Qbjectivfe 2: -Students will evaluate Uidhtship Field Trip in 

positive way , • Criterion will be an average rating 
of 3.5 on a 5-pe)in% scale/ by a random sample of 
participating students. 

;/ 

In May' a random sample of S elementary/school classes ^and 5 secohd^rv^ 
school classes who had attended the Lightsnip during the second semester 
were sent questionnaires to ascertain their reactions and e valuations of 
the Lightship Field Trip- experience. The pnly response carfie from the 
five elementary schodls who all returned; tneir completed questionnaires. 
The tfotal sample of elementary students con^pleting the questionnaire was 88. 
Table IX show's ^that" 76 of t^he 88 students/ indicated that they were prepfared 
for what was to occur when they went to the Lightship.. The "no" responses 

. ^ TABLE IX 

RESPONSES TO STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE ON'LIGHTSHIP FIELD TRIP . 
* . N =: 88* - > , 



Did someone tell you what was going' to happen when y-au went tdv> the Ligthship? 

•Yes - 76 N o 12 , - 

, *" ' * ' > . . * " * ' ■ • 

Did ar\yone explain why you were ,taking the trip? . . 

. • ' ^ Ye s 75 ^ N o 13 

When you went to. the Ligthship, dil^pu do the^ things you were told you 
were going to do? ''^^ ^ ^ 

; Yes 81 No J . . , 

How did you enjoy the trip? 

Very much 75 " A little 7 Not at al l 4 No response 1 

* . 

When you returned to the classroom» aftef the trip, dild you talk about what 
you* had seen and done? ' ^ • * 

* ^ Yes 55 - .N o 31 . " - ' 

*Varianceybetween N returning questionnaire and N per item is due* tcf 
non-response by some wha returned the- instrument . 
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were sc-attered among all five of ^he schools and no real pattern developed, 
therefore, it probably was a matter of s^tudents forgetting or perhaps they 
were-absent when the trip was discussed. On the second question asking 
whether anyone had explained why they were taking the trip, 75 of 88 said 
"yes." The 13 who said "no" were not necessarily the same children who 
said "no" to the previqUs question. Some who saifi they didn't knoVj what 
was going to happen said someone did explain wjiy they were making the trip. 
All but 7 said that when they went on the trip they, did .the things they had 
been told ^hey we're going to do. When the child waS asked to 'indicate^ 
how he enjoyed tha trip, 75 said they enjoyed it "very much," 7 said 
"a little" and only 4 said "not at all." One student did not tespond to' 
■the question. Thirty-one students said they had not discussed what they had 
seen and done when they returned. "Many of these students.may l^idve been in 
the class of the one teacher who indicated that sVie did not conduct a followup 
with her students after the trip' (see Table XI ) . - 

The'la^ti item of the questionnaire was an open-ended ques-fion which 
asked the stuldents to state some of the main ideas that they learned from • 
the trip.' thfe largest single response- dealt w,ith . learning abotjt water " 
(water sampling primarily) . From Table X it can be seen also^ that opek-ation 
of the boat as well as safety was also uppermost in the minds of the student^. 

' • ' TABLE X 



•■ ELEMENTARY LIGHTSHIP STUDENT RESPONSES' TO QPEN-e/iDED 
QUESTION ON MAIN IDEAS LEARNED ■ 

References to working with water (water sampling/ ^tc.) 
How the boat works 

The crew has to be good f- • 

Don't talk when the captain taj.15:s 

Learned what the Lightship was 'V ° 

Learned about fish and animals , ' ' ^ 

Learned about ecology {pollution) ^ « ' ,v 

Plankton , ' o p 

How to use the compass • 

2 

Bacteria ' , .''^ 

Learned about maps ^ ^ 

Learned nothing - v » 7 

Haw *dirty the Chesapeake is * ' • ;• « 



21 
20 
12 
11 
8 



4 



1 



This -is, emphasized by the crew and is a necessary part of the experience, 
but as in past years, the students. ,seem impressed by safety. Student 
responses ^his year more adequately ref^lect the educational purpose of the 
Ligthship^x'parience • Students this year mentioned ecology ,' pollution, 
bacteria,' plghkton, fish pnd water. " • ^ 

At the same time a teacher questionnaire was^ also mailed with the 
student questionnaire.^^^n two elementary s chc^ls , they were cpmp'leted b^ . 
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;twD teachers. Perha|3S one Was the claasraQm teacher and the bther.a science 
resource tpacheri but since tfeere was no way of tellingj they ars included, hero. 

Lightship personnel' came to the schoql prior th the trip to the Lightship 
to 'pi^ovidB orientation. The teachers indiqi1^e4*Jthat they felt their^ students 
were prepared for the Lightship Field Trip confirming wlriat. the students had ;\ 
said (see Table XI) i, All the teachjgrs indicated that tt^ey^elt the . field trip : 
had met its' educatitin^l objectives veby adequately.' All. 7 rated the educational 
value of the trip^as very good and all felt that the objectives of the Light- 
ship Field Trip fit into their curriculum "very much . " Six of the seven ' " 'V 
indicated they conducted a followup.' * ^ « 

. ' ' ■ . ' • * - . ■ ' ^ ' ' "* 

' TABLE XI : — : " , . 

LIGHTSHIP TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIftE'- ON FIELD: TRIP ' - 

N = 7 ' \ ' . ' ^ 

How well were your students prepared for the Lightship F'ield Trip? 

■ , - . ' ^ . . . -X • • 

Very well prapare d 5 - ; . / 

- Prepare d 2 

, UnprBpare d' Q 

■ ;>.. Very Unprepare d ' O.x ^ 

To what extent did the field trip meet' its educational objectives? 

' * ■ ■ ■ >. , . ** . 

Very adequatel y 7 

Adequatel y Q ,i 

Inadequatel y Q " - ' f 

Very inadequatel y Q !v - v 

How would you jp^e, the educational value' of thfe trip for your students? 

Vesgy good 7 ■ ■ , 

'Qpo d Q ^ '-i \. 

' ' ^ Fai r Q : ^ ^ . • ' " ' 

F^QO R Q 

! Very poo r Q 

. ■ ■ a t> ■ » 

To what extent did the objectives of the Lightship Field Trip fit i^to 
your curriculum? * . : -^i?^ 

Very much 7 
I • - Some Q 

A little Q 
Not at al l d 

.Did you conduct a f ollowup'- in class after^this students took their trip? 

Yes 6 .8 No 1_ 




^ LiqhtshiiP Teacher Workshop Evaluation « Teachers who plan to bring' their, 
"students to the Lightship for the ^ield.trip experience are given a one-day 
workshop at the beginning of the spmest^x in which the trip is planned. In 
many cases the Elementary Science Resource Teacher is responsible for three 
or f our ♦plass^s Within a building. This actounts for the small number of 
teachers i during; the first semester. The elementary and secondary teachers 
experienced the workshop .at different times. After 'the workshop had been 
cbmpl6teqi the teachers were asked to complete an evaluation form. Eight 
elementaijly teachers andoT secondary teachers completed the fqrm in September. 
The results are given in. Tables XII and XIII. Seven-of th6 ; elementary teachers 



TABLE XII / ^ 

juEMENTARY TEACHER EVALUATIONS OF LIGHTSHIP WORKSHOP 



1. Were 
2. 



#ur' 



objectives met? 



Yes 7 



No 



Mark afr X to show how much of the learning material. you already knew 
bef orei|doing the' activity. 



rj^new 
2_0_np-thing 



I^ knew some 
8 of what it taught 



I knew all 



_0 that it taught 



3. "Mark a^^X to show' how you would rate its difficulty. 



Ta6 easy to 
be useful 



Quite 
_1 ^easy . 



Perfect balance 
4 ± n difficulty 



Quitt^f- 
0 difficult 



Too difficult to be useful 



4. Mark an X to show how clear the procedures were 



I cpuld not 



^figure out what 
0 t o dc^at^all 



' Directions 
were hard 
0 to undexstand 



^ I had minor- 
2 difficulties 



DiriBctions were 

3_ ^cle^ar enough 

1, ^ 



I could f ulluW 

_2 directions very easily 



5. 



Mark an X tp shoWy how cle^x. the workshop's purposes were when you 
finished;. 




I stiJJ^ have 
no^a^aea of * 
:s purpose 



I was 'a 
'little 
uncBxtaira 



Clear 
_5 enough 



• Perfectly 
2 clear . 



M«k ^n X to show how well yoti .think the workshop achieved ^its purpose, 



It doesn' t 
0 e ven begin 



It achievi^s 
a lii;tle ^ 



Well 
7 e nough 



Peffer^ly 



^Variance between l\l returning djuestionnaire and. N per iterr is duetto 
non-response by some who returnedlflSie instrument. ^ 



said their objectives in coming to the workshop were met while one- indicatdd 
that they were not completely^met'^ .♦. All the secondary teachers indscated 
their objectives had been me\. All the «lemj?ntary and^^ll but one .of the ^ . . 
secondary teachers indicated they knew some, of the learning material before 
the workshop. Four. of the elementary teache^ indicated perfect bal&nde in 
difficulty, one said it was quite easy and th^ee did not respond to the item 
on difficulty. Six sefcondary teachers ind'icated^e^ect -l^alance in difficulty, 
with one in'ciicating' it quite easy. On clarity o^-|^^ two elementary 

and one secondary ' t^aph^r indicated some minor dlfficultie^~~w^ encountered, . 
6 -said it was cle^j and" 5 said it was very easy. They all ind^?rated_^e 
purp'dse of , the workshop was clear and all indicated -trhat . those purpoiel 
achieved. . . ' i . v' . 



TABLE XlYl. 

SECONDARY TEACHER 'eVALUATIQNS OF LIGI+T WORKSHOP^ 



2. 



5. 



'^/ere your objectives met? 



Yes ^ T 



M o 0\ .. 



r 



i knew, 



I knew some / 
jI^" of what it" t^yght 

- ' ' ■ ■ * / ■ • 

Mark an X' to show how /you would rate its difficulty 



^nothing 



I knew all , 
1 that i'fek taught 



Too easy -to 
•0 be useful 



'1 



Quite ^ 



Mar|c ap X td^, show haw mxrclT'af the learnin'g material you . already kAew ^ 
before doing the-activity . ^ * . 



i / P'exfect balance 
6 in difficulty 



Quite 
Q difficult 



Mark»«^n' X to show how clear the piroce;dures were 




I cobld not 
figure OH:t^ w/Tat 
□ to do at a 



Directions, 
were hard - > 
3_ to unders.tand 



I >iad^ minor 
1 difficulties 



Directions were 
3 clear enough 



I could follow 

ions very easily 



Mark an X to show how clear the workshop's purposes were when you 
finished. ' . ^ . v 



I- still, have 
no idea^f 
_0 its purpose 



^ I was a 
lit4:le 
Q uncertain 



Clear 
2 e nough 



Perfectly 
5_ ^clear/' 



6. Mark an X to /show how. well you .think the workshop achieved itsCourpose, 



-7-) '^J^, It doesn't 
..^^J . Q e ven begin 



It acfiieves 
Q ^a little 



Well 
4 e nough 



3 P ejfectly 



■*» . . * . f . ' « « 

•^jT January, the w-o^shop evaluation form was changed. Th*e evaluation 
farm was given td the elementary teachers and the result-s ar^f basicd^ly 
the same. „Eightee/i of ^ 23 teachers ^agreed strongly that the Lightship 
Wdfrkshop was educational (^^ee Table XIV). Twenty agreed that tbey would, 
be able^t'iS prepare their students for the trip. Seventeen agreed that 
the activities in the program were relevant tq the studentsj- experiences . 



TABLE XIV 



ELEMENTARY TEACHER EVALOATJQNS OF LIGHTSHIP WORKSHOP 
^ ^ Second Semester 



23* 



Strongly 
Disagree 



decided 



Strongly 
Agree 



1. The workshop was educational to me. 

,2. I feel that I ^ will be abj^^tp' 

prepare my students for th^wr- "* 
; visit. 



3. 



Thp activities in the pr*<ig^^FQ^ 
ar,iB relevant to the sti^ents' 
experiences. 



4j This type of program is a 
■} valuable addition to the 
,'\ gtudents' education. 
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5. The^ctivities rela^|e to the 
, axisting curricula.- • ' 

" » 

6. 'There is ample opportunity 

for student involvement. ° 

7- .1 will be able tq assist with 
the instruction of my, students 
wipen they visit. 
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^Variance between N returning,, questionnaire and N per^ item is due 
to non-response by some "who 'returned the instrument . - 



All but one agreed th^at this type./*program is/a valuable addition to the 
students' ^education. Fourteen agreed that the activities relate to the 
existing curriculum. All but- 2 agreed that there* is ample opportunity for 
stu'dent involvement. .Six vwere undecided and the jcest agreed thaij they, 
would be able't^ assist with the instruction of their students when they 
visit . ^ - 

. . . 25 ' 
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. When teachers Weie- asked What part of' the workshop was most ^jielfJf uj^ 
to them, 7 said pilot house with charts and maps ,- 5 'said the aqi^iarium 
presentation and 4,said the lab work. These wer^ the- most, re|3?es#ntati\/e 
responses,. There was no particularly dpminpnt response to t|fe question 
♦»Wh9t "was' least helpful-?" „ leachers suggleated that the wor^i'hop should^ ^ 
be held on a school day (5). There was no' major 'suggestijSn for improving 
the Li-ght9hip Field Trip, but two. teachers dijd indicatei/that student,^ / 
manuals, wt)ich ape- given 'outxat the orientation sess^h, shoulS be given to.' 
-teachers at the workshop . 



^ilot Schools 




This particular o^oniponBn.t^ received li<tptlB or no attention this year due. 
, to the demaniis placed/ upon the staff f o^^ther 'servi^ces ^and. f or |preparati^^^^^^^^ 
for the visit by the /validation team,. a result the pilot sch^J^s receivfe^ 

only a few extra resources and-j^no ext^f attention . • Again thB*^ , v 

cotitract :was not awarded until May ^d no pre aftd posttes^ting was pqssible. : 
It was decided, hpWever/ tfeat an ;^a^empt should be made td^'ascertain the 
-impact of the Urban Env^ronment^f "tducation Pi^oject an. the, students who h^d . 
beeri binefitting^frpm t^^eir sgJ^ioss . ) 




The Evaluation Team dji^'Bloped ar/lnstrument in., cooperation ^ith UEEP* 
staff The anstrumerfh wj^^'an Env^iifpnmejital Attitude and /^warene«.^e.st . ^ 
S^ctioo I was the attiifj^Be section and consisted of .22 Itiems to whlrch ^ 
students wer^^ked t#respond "Disagree^" "Dcrfi ' t know" or "Agrae."^ Section II 
consisted of 7 true^^ise items and 12 multiple choice itenis and constituted 
the awareness pd^l^'^joniof the instrument. 



The ins trun^nt was to be administered^ to 5- involved .classes and'^3 
non^involved qj^sses . as, designated by t1ie teachers themSelves'"*tfi^these 
classes. /Arrangements were made by a UEEP staff member for testing th^ 
last week in May. The Evaia'ation Team had indicated that ^thay Washed |:q 
observe at laast one of ttje test^n"^ situatibns. / A mix-up then occuriedf . "^"^^ 
when the staff member vyho had contacteg the' teachers went on v^cation^ and ' 
ERANDA qalled to indicate tM^t' they dpuld not make it pn the^ate -which 
they h,0^ 'originally schedulfd f or qbs^ijvation.l This day ,the^e/had been four 
classes scheduled^f or testing.- The UEEP. staYf Ipember in charge, thinking tKat 
ER/^lfDA staff, had to be present, cancelled the telsting? SutSSequently^, teachers 
who had* indicated they l|fl/ould cooperate Viow^ stated they did%ot have^ime to 
reschedule the test. ' ^ ^ ^ " ^ L:^l,r ^ ^ ; , 



One class, hdwever, dad go ahead with the "testing . / This class was^ 
an involved class and the responses of the students- canygive an indicatiofi 
* of the attitude and awareness of elemeihtary school, students involved ijn ' . 
an environmental education program* We cannot , ohowevey» conclude fchat 
this was a result of DEEP 'activities since there is W baseline data. 

The attitude section of . the instrument was scored as a 1, ? or .3 , / 
for ^he response to each of 22' statem®its. The .scores per item were 
then summed ovep all* 22 items* to .give a s*ummar^^ score . ^n extremelyxpoor 
attitude ^ould be a summary scodm?, of '22 while an extremely good atj>ixLide 
would be '66. A':4'4 would indicate^ a neutral- attitude Table XVVrndicates 
that the mean 'fir the group* was 53,6§ whicte'^indicateci a very^jg^d pttituc^ 

/ r 
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TABLE XV 



Group 



MEAN AND STANDARD DE:\/IATIQN ON ATTITUDE TQWAfiD ' 



1. 



ENVIRONMENT FOR ONE INVOLVED FIFTH GRADE CLASS 

N p Mean Standard Deviation 



Fifth-grade 
class 



26 



53,69 



,3.9B 



tpward the environment. The standard deviation .indicates that the group was 
fairly homogeneous* A look at the scores themselves also depicts this when 
the range of scores was from 45 (just above neutral) to 6l, which was the 
highest, . ^ 

The Awareness section of the in!^^bflpnt consisted of 19 items. These 
items were selected by DEEP staff becii'iSse they reflected content areas in 
which instryctional ot other educational materials "had been given to the 
teachers. Teachers, however,^ were under no obligation to \js'e any of these 
m^tBrialSf Therefore , thEces^ay have be«p little , or no exposure in some 
of the content areas which irto^ reflected* In 'this section items were either 
or incorrect. The maximum score was 1*9 'and the -lowest was. zero, 

for the group was 9,0 (see Table X^I), while the standard deviation ^ 
T^^J^hg^ group again was quite homogenetaus , The range of scores was 
o 12, The results of this portion were somewhat disappointing. 
However/ theses items were more cog'nitivdly oriented and if the child were not 
exposed to the ^uijject matter area hi^ performance would be somewhat depressed. 



correc 
The me 
was 1 . 
from 5 
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TABLE XVI 

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION ON AWARBHESS 



OF/ ENVIRONI^ENT TEgT FOR/ONE INVOLVED FIF/TH GRADE CLASS,/ / 



Group 



N 



3t andard Devi^Ation 



Fifth-grade/ 
class 
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7 



1,66 



Conclusions / 




Jhe following c^nclu^ipnd may be drawn from the findings' of this 
aluation: /^^ 

ik. p Teef^jiBrs perceived the services recei\>ed from DEEP as 
beiri^ good to very [good, ' 



27 
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2. Toachera participating 'in facuiNty wprkahapa parcfiived their 
students dis showing increased awaraness of theyanvironmartt , 
more anvirdnmental*- cancorn , increased envircmnental knowledge 
and mare academic interest and/ar'achiev^rlfenx. ^^i. , ' ' 

' . y . .'■ . 

'3. Teachers' ^valuations 4of ffn ^Environmental Educatixjn* WoJ^shbp 

wera all favorable. . ' » ' - 

4. Pra-ServicQ Teachers evaluated f avoidably an Environm9ntal 
Education Workshop conducted for them by UEEP Staff. ^ 

-> . ■ . > 

5. Teachers evaluated environmental field trips very highly. 

^6. T^he "Envirolifie^V was ratewd^ as good or excellent by Elementary * 
Science Teachers. , ^ ■ * 

r j. Students who were able to attend the D^rton Geo^Science Program ,, 
on a. somewhat -reguiar basis completed program objectives as^ 
attested by the certificates aweirded to .them. . V 

■ ; ' • ■ . • ' 

8. Mini-grant coordinators perceived thair Students as being 
enthusiastic, gaining knowledge and increlQsing awareness, concern 
and interest in the envirohmant. They saw their program ^s 
being good or very good. . * » 

9. Students gained knowlecjge from tHeir Lightship Field Trip experience,, 

10. Students enjoy the ^Lightship' Field Trip. 

11. Sound techniques for field tr^ips wore followed by most teache'ijs whose^ 
Students wei^ involved in the Lightship Field Trip. 

12. The Lightship Workshop for teachers is/effective ir\ achieving v 

its *puf pose. - I M 

^ ' \ 

\ 




M^st cdniponents tjf 'the' proj^ect shoJld be continue'd, but the 
pilot sdhools^jshoiild'^ be drj3f?ped sdLnce staff will tje reduced and 
^ not enough time Will be available ^ , ' 

2..^ Concentration of effort should oc/cur at the' elementary^ grades 
where response vis better. / 

3. Xmprove Lightshifb Test and detstmine impact on a small sample 
of participating students by'pife and posttesting. 

/ ' .. • , ^ ^ . . ■ . . ■ 

4, Conduct more workshops for District of Columbia teachers. 
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